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The Bay Area Clean Water Agencies (BACWA) appreciate the opportunity to provide
written comments on this important policy document. BACWA. provided oral testimony
at the SWRCB workshop on the proposed policy on November 16, 2007.

As stated at the workshop, BACWA would like to commend your staff on its technical
approach to the task of developing SQOs and on the transparent process that has been
employed. We strongly support the way your staff and its Science Team has worked with
the Scientific Steering Committee and the stakeholder Advisory committee through this
process. We believe this has led to a strong draft policy. We believe the scientific and
policy approach the SWRCB has taken can lead to a rational regulatory program if the.
proposed principles and processes are adopted and properly implemented. We also wish
to convey our appreciation and endorsement of the process that the SWRCB has used in
the development of the proposed SQO policy and framework. The process has provided
‘opportunity for diverse stakeholder involvement, transparency in the development and
evaluation of various scientific and policy approaches.

BACWA wishes to indicate its strong support for the Multiple Line of Evidence (MLOE)
approach to implementing the narrative SQOs for direct effects. We believe the science
strongly indicates that the MLOE approach, coupled with stressor identification, is the
only viable way to deal with the complicated issue of assessing whether toxic pollutants
are impacting sediment quality. The three lines of evidence that are essential to the
proposed approach are (1) benthic community data, (2) sediment toxicity results and (3)
sediment chemistry data. The use of these three lines of evidence, which reflect the
potential for exposure to toxic pollutants and effects from that exposure, has been
strongly supported by the national expert science panel. Conversely, the expert seience
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panel has consistently warned the SWRCB that the use of either one or two lines of
evidence in isolation will not yield sc-ientiﬁcally supportable results.

BACWA also supports the proposed use of the proposed SQOs in NPDES permits as
receiving water limitations. We believe this is an appropriate approach coupled with the
need to perform stressor identification and source assessment steps as a precursor to more
definitive action. We endorse the proposed policy to use the stressor identification and
source assessment steps to determine whether a discharge is causing or contributing to an
SQO violation.

e BACTREABIS0 T8 very “much in favor of the proposed 1mplementat10n of SQO menitoring

* ~at aregmnal Fevel= thxs particularly makes sense in San Francisco Bay where the
-7 existing Regional Momtdrmg Program is in place and can be used to implement the

"+ nceded data collectwn d follow-up studies.

: ;. We would like to emphasme the without the stepwise approach to applying the SQOs,

: thh the stressor identification and the source assessment; we will not be able to measure
. the-ontcome of out fiafiagement actions. This ability to measure is critical to the success -

of the program, and our shared success in water quality improvements.

Major Comments on Draft Policy

Our comments are aimed at the clarification and refinement of the policy language and
the addition of policy statements to ensure that appropriate implementation is conducted.

1. The Pohcy should exphc1tly state that the Imtlal emphasis under the program will be
on those sites in bays where the SQOs indicate a “Clearly Impacted” condition — we
believe this approach will lead to appropriate actions as soon as possible at the sites that
most need action and will inform later work on stressor 1dent1ﬁcat10n and cleanup plans
at sites with lesser evidence of impact.

2. The preliminary assessment for SF Bay using a limited data set from 2000 indicates
many areas to be in the “Possibly Impacted” category. We will need to develop an
effective approach to deal with stressor identification at these “Possibly Impacted” sites.
As the first step, we need to resolve any questions that the SQO tools are indeed valid for
SF Bay, including particularly the applicability of the sediment toxicity test organisms.
Your staff and the Scientific Steeririg Committee acknowledge that stressor identification
will be most difficult at these sites where the indication of impact is most uncertain.

3. SWRCB needs to provide adequate time and resources for tool development and
validation in the northern portions of San Francisco Bay and in the Delta. The tools
developed for the bays are not appropnate the estuaries. The development and
interpretation of MLOE tools in estuaries is acknowledged by the Science Team and
expert panel to be significantly more difficult than the work completed to date in coastal
embayments. Given the greater complexity of the estuarine sites, it should be expected




